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This paper takes the form of a curriculum inquiry text. The context is the recent
history of pedagogical renewal in Australian schools. Methodologically, in the
post-millennium period I inform the understanding of reform practices through
visual and intertextual readings. Adopting a critical perspective and using visual
methods, I ask: pedagogically, how do systems support a curriculum for all?
Working visually and reading intertextually the problems of implementation
processes of curriculum renewal and the dual challenges of creating system wide
professional learning and a curriculum for all are exposed.
Keywords: curriculum and instruction; inclusive education; educational leadership
Introduction
This paper is an argument for analytic methods that draw from the study of visuality
and visual methods. As pre-empted in the preceding pretext to this paper, the terms
‘visualise’ and ‘visuality’ have become an essential part of the deliberation in the field
now known as visual culture. Visuality as Mirzoeff (2006) notes is: 
far from being a poststructuralist term of art … together with other related terms like
visualize was in fact coined by the complex and controversial Scottish historian Thomas
Carlyle (1795–1881) in the late 1830s. (54) 
Visuality interestingly, from its very conception was a multi-media term, connecting art,
literature and music. (58)
As Mirzoeff continues, in this significant essay On visuality …, for contemporary crit-
ics visuality has a complex and challenging genealogy. Rather than lead us into the
complexities and redundancies of nineteenth- and early twentieth-century optical
science, visuality implies an engagement with the politics of representation in transna-
tional and transcultural form (76).
Caught between the paradoxes of global hypereality and neoliberal mantras of
educational outcomes and performativity, this paper understands issues of pedagogy
and school change to be multidimensional and multifactorial. Using overlapping
threads drawn from the field, methodologically I argue for the understanding of repre-
sentation and materiality in educational research by creating room for intertextual
*Email: j.moss@unimelb.edu.au
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286  J. Moss
work. I work beyond despair to hope developing research that opens spaces for agency
and professional practice, what Fine and Weiss (2002) describe as ‘the hyphens of
theory and research, policy and practice’ (294).
My purposes inside the field of curriculum inquiry are to examine the ‘evaded’
(Bach 1998) curriculum reviewing the work of teachers and curriculum coordinators,
the members of the teaching profession who are positioned as the everyday curricu-
lum workers during school reform. When curriculum practices are fashioned as
highly visible, intertextual reform narratives, I adopt practices that take into account
‘selection, omission, frame; signification and evaluation; arrangement; differentia-
tion and connection; focus and context’ (Schirato and Webb 2004, 21). Having
struggled with the framing of an analytic method to undo the practices of policy and
curriculum for making more schools inclusive through reading the visual (Moss
2002, 2008; Moss et al. 2007) I continue my work to build defensible method and
methods that will lead to conceptual and professional improvement and will with-
stand criticisms directed at practitioner and small–scale research. As Freebody
(2003) comments: 
often reports of the findings from Ethnographies, Case Studies and Action Research
projects … consist of little more than collages of fragments of observations, interviews
and documents, with commentaries that link each fragment into the ongoing narrative
worked up by the researchers. A principal point to be made here, then, is that method-
ological frameworks such as these cannot act as substitutes for accessible analytic meth-
ods. That is, the deployment of an Ethnography, Case Study or Action Research does not
obviate the need for analytic methods that can stand as the means for producing public
knowledge of a kind that can be acted upon by educational practitioners and policy-
makers. The transparency and theoretical adequacy of the means by which the argument
moves from findings to conclusions – the analytic methods – remains the key to the
informativeness of the project, and to its conceptual and professional consequences
beyond the timing and place if its conduct. (88–9)
The design of research that intersects with cultural, institutional and organisational
practices of teachers’ lives requires the complexity of the theoretical, conceptual and
professional consequences of systems wide initiatives of curriculum improvement and
school reform to become visible. The threads of complexity, the data sources worked
into this paper include the following: 
● The context of pedagogical work in Australia and a focus on the large state of
Victoria, Australia.
● The imagery of official curriculum in Victoria.
● Digital readings of teachers’ understandings of the unfolding reform context.
The analysis is developed from the perspectives advocated by Schirato and Webb
(2004) and visual sociologists such as Chaplin (1994) who would claim that the
positivist insistence on distancing the researcher from the researched has meant in
research we ‘often miss the interdependence the verbal text has on the visual text
and vice-versa and thus the possibilities for social critique when the visual and
verbal are coordinated together’ (12). The data produced on the blurring of the slash
between verbal/visual, theory/practice, and the subject/object of research form the
evidence from which I ask pedagogically, how do systems support a curriculum
for all?
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Introducing visual methods and pedagogical research in Australia
Across the states of Australia mandated systems-wide pedagogical initiatives are
highly visible in curriculum reform initiatives. When working critically and culturally
the researcher’s concern is focused on understanding human and institutional relations
and practice. The focus in this paper is the work of teachers and policy-makers in
government systems during large-scale curriculum reform. Systematised new pacts on
pedagogy share well-intentioned aspirations to improve teachers’ practice and put
students’ learning at the centre. Schools play a major role in moulding the minds that
shape the everyday theories that construct our conceptions of reality (Rhodes 1995).
But what of ‘backgrounding deficit’ (Comber 1998) the work of expertism and the
mounting of liberal humanist traditions of the subject as a ‘conscious, knowing,
unified rational subject’ (Weedon 1987, 21), practices that are visible in market driven
constructions of equity and mantras of inclusion (Singh and Taylor 2007)? What and
where are the broader theories of schooling and cultural politics at work? Pedagogi-
cally, what positions teachers?
The arguments are contextualised through an overview of pedagogical renewal in
three large states of Australia, Queensland, New South Wales and Victoria. The policy
context of Victoria and the materiality of teacher knowledge produced and collected
during a contracted programme of pedagogical renewal authorised by the central state
government education agency in Victoria, Australia; links my central argument on the
importance of reading image and text across the spaces and places where policy is
now visible. Teacher professional learning in the Victorian policy context is framed
by curriculum ‘blueprints’ that appear as a triple helix produced by the state curricu-
lum authority and concentric curriculum icons that attempt to describe the new set of
interrelationships for a curriculum suited to the needs of all students in the twenty-first
century (Figures 1–3).
Figure 1. The strands of the Victorian Essential Learning Standards. Source: Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority (2005).2 Introducing the Victorian Essential Learning Standards. Source: Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority (2005).3 Living out the jumble: implementing th  Victorian Essential L arning Standa ds. Source: Department of Ed ca ion and Training, Victoria (2005a).The research and data generation were conducted in 2006 over the academic
calendar year between the months of February to October. During the period docu-
ments and online resources from the implementation of the pedagogical initiatives
in Queensland and New South Wales with a focus on the Victorian Principles of
Learning and Teaching were analysed. Key documents for the Victorian
programme included two handbooks and CD-ROMs, entitled Leading change (75
pages) (Department of Education and Training, Victoria 2004b) and Professional
development (187 pages) (Department of Education and Training, Victoria 2004c)
and various online documents. The learning emanating from groups of between 30
and 35 teachers in two rural and two urban regions of Victoria were represented
digitally. In 2006, I interacted with the 193 teacher participants from 123 schools,
representing one-third of the total number of teachers in Victoria who accessed the
Principles of Learning and Teaching programme in that year. As a participant–
researcher I documented 206 digital jpeg files created with a hand-held digital
camera.
The account of the Principle of Learning and Teaching (PoLT) three-day profes-
sional learning programme undeniably is finger-printed by me as a participant
researcher. I take seriously the importance of the positioning and perspective of
teachers during yet another reform phase and the mutual accountability required of a
university provider contracted to conduct the professional learning in four regions of
the state of Victoria between 2005 and 2006. Once the digital images were down-
loaded the images were assembled as a single folder. Each image and the inherent
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Figure 1. The strands of the Victorian Essential Learning Standards. Source: Victorian
Curriculum and Assessment Authority (2005). © 2005 Victorian Curriculum and Assessment
Authority, reproduced with permission.
Figure 2. Introducing the Victorian Essential Learning Standards. Source: Victorian
Curriculum and Assessment Authority (2005). © 2005 Victorian Curriculum and Assessment
Authority, reproduced with permission.
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hypertextual narrative were analysed intertextually. That is, I constructed an analysis
of the words and images and narrative storylines for evidence of pedagogical
renewal, teacher knowledge and practice of school and curriculum reform, the partic-
ulars of evidence required to understand the interrelationship of policy and teacher
learning.
As a research text, the article presents a ‘distinctive order of social relations’
(Smith 1990, 214). In this research I argue attempts at pedagogical renewal as ‘situ-
ated arguments about fields of meaning and fields of power. Any reading is also a
guide to possible maps of consciousness, coalition, and action’ (Haraway 1991, 114).
‘Social knowledge is, accordingly, always partial and perspectival and exhibits
particular moral and ideological meanings’ (Seidman 1995, 325). Following
Haraway’s position the analysis opens to an unfinished hypertextual reading of post–
postmodern education. I am interested in the struggle and the processes, how our
practices work under contemporary conditions, what we do. Of little interest are
research aims or foci that adopt universal and global definitions of pedagogy or the
how to of visual methods. Broadly the methodological position is my attempt to
‘reconceptualise research and teaching … as postmodernist textual practice’ (Gough
1999, 36). As Van Maanen (1995) declares ‘(r)eading is the third moment of ethnog-
raphy, and it may be, dear reader, the determining one’ (26). The paper is as a textual
form which is: 
partial in all its guises, never finished, whole, simply there and original; it is always
stitched together imperfectly and therefore [author emphasis] able to join with another,
to see together without claiming to be another. Here is the promise of objectivity: a
scientific knower seeks the subject position not of identity, but of objectivity; that is
partial connection. (Haraway 1991, 193)
Figure 3. Living out the jumble: implementing the Victorian Essential Learning Standards.
Source: Department of Education and Training, Victoria.1 Copyright owned by the State of
Victoria (Department of Education and Early Childhood Development). Used with permission.
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290  J. Moss
The method, my way of proceeding to produce data relies on the emergence of cultural
and material artefacts made from representations, including my role in the process.
Within the limitations of the conventional academic genre that remains tightly bound
by western, linear textual conventions I overlay visual and other representational
forms to assemble a double method that reads both text and image. I know this is not
innocent work, nor complete. Asking ‘“Who benefits?” Who gets to count as inside
and who outside of the charmed circles that various categories and boundaries mate-
rially mark and with what consequences?’ (Schneider 2005, 113), I aim to continue
the problematisation of theories of knowledge, recognising the seven ‘moments’
(Denzin and Lincoln 2003, 3) of qualitative research: 
● The traditional period (1900–1950).
● The modernist period (1950–1970).
● The blurred genres period (1970–1986).
● The crisis of representation (1986–1990).
● The post-modern period (1990–1995).
● The post-experimental (1995–2000).
● The future (2000–).
Being confident that my approach unsettles conventional discourses, I persist with
producing research that risks being bypassed, overlooked and turned down. The need: 
to insert new phenomenon, new ‘orders’ of interest and potential significance, into the
educational debate and to return to the discovery of the levels of orderliness used
routinely by members of educational sites and cultures… (Freebody and Freiberg 2006,
719)
further requires educational researchers to recognise the changing context of qualita-
tive research. As Mason (2006) comments: 
Our ways of seeing, and of framing questions, are strongly influenced by the methods
we have at our disposal, because the way we see shapes what we can see, and what we
think we can ask. In that sense, researchers can fail to appreciate how methods driven are
their questions. (13)
The discursive tracts that background the possibilities for education research are
further explained by Lather and St Pierre (2005, cited in Lather 2006, 37) by naming
research paradigms through the following: 
● Predict
● Understand
● Emancipate
● Brk (break) deconstruct
● Next?
I know that empirical posturing and methodological marginalisation are part of the
increasingly politicised landscape of education research. Lather (2006) asks us to
consider how historical transgressions intensify our need to ‘recognize both our long-
ing for and a wariness of an ontological and epistemological home’ (40). How can
education research engage the rhetoric of multiple perspectives and the everyday
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imagery of curriculum reform and renewal? What can be brought to bear on issues that
are part of the commonplace experiences of teachers, school leaders and teaching
academics? What is the role of visual methods in curriculum inquiry? As indicated in
the pretext to this paper curriculum reform and pedagogical instructions for teachers
are communicated in the new writing of hypertextual forms. Fashioned from blocks
of colour, fonts and pictogram symbols these cultural artefacts become significant
data sources in the study of curriculum.
The analysis situates image and text which in turn focuses the cultural objects and
normative discourses that regulate reform practices. The next section of the paper
provides the background to the production and interpretation of pedagogical renewal
within three education systems of Australia, Queensland and New South Wales and
finally Victoria, the site of this research. Following the discussion of these major
systems movements that have occurred in Australia since 2000, the analysis examines
further the implementation process in the state of Victoria.
Pedagogical renewal in other states: the Australian context
The renewal of interest in pedagogy and pedagogical research is apparent in Australia.
Whether it be the Victorian ‘Principles of Learning and Teaching’ (PoLT), The
Queensland ‘New Basics’ or the New South Wales ‘Quality Teaching’, the trend in
recent years has been to articulate broad principles of classroom organisation and
practice that appear on a surface reading to transcend subject-matter. These system
wide positions are representative of Lee Shulman’s questions proposed over two
decades ago. Shulman asks ‘What are the domains and categories of content knowl-
edge in the minds of teachers? How, for example, are content knowledge and general
pedagogical knowledge related? In which forms are the domains and categories of
knowledge represented in the minds of teachers? What are promising ways of enhanc-
ing acquisition and development of such knowledge’ (Shulman 1986, 5).
Implicit in recent Australian approaches is that pedagogy is developed in the work-
place and is the practice or craft representing teachers’ accumulated wisdom acquired
over many years. Encompassing teachers’ knowledge and beliefs this ‘craft’ with
respect to various aspects such as students learning, subject-matter and the curriculum
knowledge guides the teachers’ actions in practice. Thus, valued are practitioners’
wisdom and the ability for Australian teachers to engage in reflective practice and
hence learn from their own practice. An overview of how pedagogical knowledge is
accorded in three Australian states Queensland, New South Wales and Victoria
follows.
Education Queensland and ‘New Basics’
Queensland’s School Reform Longitudinal Study, QSRLS (Lingard et al. 2001) and
its associated New Basics Project (Education Queensland 2000) and Productive Peda-
gogies (Hayes, Lingard, and Mills 2000) aimed to focus on the underlying dimensions
of pedagogy that have meaning in real, authentic classrooms and can be sustained
organisationally by schools. Unequivocally the New Basics Project asserted
‘improved pedagogy is at the heart of this agenda’ (Education Queensland 2000, 5).
Teachers were invited and urged to mentor one another as pedagogues; to open their
classrooms to their colleagues, to swap strategies and to talk about pedagogy (Luke
1999).
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292  J. Moss
The view of pedagogy as the independent work of teachers is strongly communi-
cated in Education Queensland’s ‘Five Principles of Effective Learning and Teach-
ing’.2 The five ‘broad ranging’ principles formulated for the development and
implementation of quality learning programmes in Queensland State schools and state: 
● Effective learning and teaching is founded on an understanding of the learner.
● Effective learning and teaching required active construction of meaning.
● Effective learning and teaching enhances and is enhanced by a supportive and
challenging environment.
● Effective learning and teaching is enhanced through worthwhile learning part-
nerships.
● Effective learning and teaching shapes and responds to social and cultural
contexts.
These principles are expected to underpin learning and teaching practices across all
school sectors in Queensland. They are based on the premise that every student is a
learner, that student learning involves making meaning from experience and from
their own social and cultural values. These principles claim to stand against a single
view of pedagogy and isolate the independent effects of any one specific teaching
technique or learning skill. Left up to the expertise of every teacher, these principles
assign teachers as knowing a repertoire of ‘pedagogical strategies’ to implement in
their classroom.
Rich Tasks3 are a component of the New Basics Framework and present substan-
tive real problems to solve and engage learners in forms of pragmatic social actions
that have real value in the world. Rich Tasks are designed so that students can
display understandings, knowledges and skills through performance on transdisci-
plinary activities that have an obvious connection to the wide world. The emphasis
on the ‘real’ or ‘wide’ world draw from the literature in ‘authentic pedagogy’ and a
closer examination of some published examples of Rich Tasks identify the connec-
tions with the thinking of John Dewey (1859–1952); Lev Vygotsky (1896–1934);
Paulo Freire (1921–1997) and Ted Sizer (1932–) all of whom who have published
widely in relation to ‘authentic’ learning. Rich tasks are supported by the ‘Productive
Pedagogies’ framework. Productive Pedagogies are deemed to be recognised by the
following: 
● Intellectual quality: higher order thinking, deep knowledge, deep understanding,
substantive conversation, knowledge as problematic, meta-language.
● Connectedness: knowledge integration, background knowledge, connectedness
to the world, problem based curriculum.
● Supportive classroom environment: student direction, social support, academic
engagement, explicit performance criteria, self-regulation.
● Recognition of difference: cultural knowledges, inclusivity, narrative, group
identity, active citizenship.4
The New South Wales Quality Teaching model
The New South Wales (NSW) Department of Education and Training commitment to
develop fully the talents and capacities of all students in their public school system,
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prompted the Quality Teaching (QT) model of pedagogy. Developed by James
Ladwig and Jenny Gore in 2003, in consultation with and on behalf of the NSW
Department of Education and Training, this model acknowledges that it is the ‘quality
of pedagogy that most directly and most powerfully affects the quality of learning’
(Department of Education and Training, NSW 2003, 4). Although the model encour-
ages conversations on pedagogy from all the relevant stakeholder groups including the
local school community, the model also advocates for individualised and personalised
pedagogical approaches from the teacher. Similar to the QLD New Basics, the
‘generic qualities of pedagogy’ identified in the document is in pursuit of the individ-
ual differences teachers take into account of their teaching, and across all the different
styles of and approaches to teaching.
The Quality Teaching model proposes the following three features of classroom
practice as having a positive effect on students’ learning and improving student
outcomes. These features can be characterised as representing three dimensions of
pedagogy: 
● Pedagogy that is fundamentally based on promoting high levels of intellectual
quality.
● Pedagogy that is soundly based on promoting a quality learning environment.
● Pedagogy that develops and makes explicit to students the significance of their
work.
These three dimensions forming the basis of the model for pedagogy in NSW public
schools, concentrates more on how teaching is done rather than what is taught, although
the two are noted to be interconnected. In carefully characterising teaching rather than
teachers, the model implies that any teacher is capable of producing quality teaching: 
The strengths of the QT model is that it synthesizes general characteristics of pedagogy,
thus making it applicable across subjects, key learning areas and years of schooling. In
so doing, it offers a coherent vision of quality teaching necessary for developing a shared
vision of pedagogy on a school-wide basis. (Gore, Ladwig, and King 2004)
QT builds on what teachers already know, understand, value and many already do
in terms of ‘quality’ teaching practice. It begins from a premise that acknowledges
the capacity of all teachers to teach well, just as it works from the premise that all
students can learn. This ‘self-styling’ approach to pedagogy by every teacher is
aimed to allow teachers to regain control of their teaching by defining their teaching
goals and monitoring their progress in achieving them. A key component in the ‘self-
styling’ is ‘reflective thinking’ about ways for teachers to modify and refine their
learning thinking about their pedagogy. This is designed so that every teacher can
think more carefully about what their students will learn and what they will produce.
To engage in ‘self-styling’, QT encourages teachers to pose the following four ques-
tions which relate to the teacher’s expectations, knowledge of subject-matter, and
kind of planning: 
● What do you want your students to learn?
● Why does that learning matter?
● What do you want your students to produce?
● How well do you expect them to do it?
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294  J. Moss
The Victorian Essential Learning Standards (VELS) and the Principles of 
Learning and Teaching (PoLT)
The Victorian Essential Learning Standards5 (VELS) describe what is essential for
students to achieve from the years Preparatory to 10 in Victorian schools. The VELS
provide a whole school curriculum planning framework that sets out learning stan-
dards for schools to use to plan their teaching and learning programmes, including
assessment and reporting of student achievement and progress.
The Principles of Learning and Teaching P-126 initiative is a component of the
Blueprint for Government Schools, Flagship Strategy 1: Student Learning and
provides a structure to help teachers focus their professional learning. The principles
build on the work that has already been developed through the Science in Schools
(SIS; Department of Education and Training 2005) and Middle Years Pedagogy
Research and Development (MYPRAD) initiatives (Department of Education and
Training 2004a), which show that different teaching approaches often result in
substantial differences in both the ways students approach their learning and in the
quality of that learning. In an attempt to ‘describe effective learning and teaching’
(Department of Education and Training, Victoria 2004b, 2), the principles are broad
ranging, essentially providing a basis for school and teachers to ‘review their own
practice’ (Department of Education and Training, Victoria 2004b, 2). The PoLT do
not advocate a single ‘right’ or ‘best’ way to teach nor do they attempt to mandate a
single ‘one size fits all’ approach. Rather there is an increasing recognition of the
importance of collaborative reflection between teachers of their pedagogy and of
creating classrooms that can be characterised as ‘learning communities’.
The principles reflect a view of pedagogy which centre on the following tenets: 
● Interacting with students; that is how they question and respond to questions,
use students’ ideas and respond to students’ diverse backgrounds and interests.
● Creating a social and intellectual climate.
● Framing the content around a series of tasks to be completed or as key ideas and
skills that are revisited and built on.
● Creating and operating as Professional Learning Teams, which will enable for
rich and productive conversations.
According to the PoLT manual the principles of learning and teaching are intended to
do the following (Department of Education and Training, Victoria 2004b, 2–3): 
● Develop a shared language of pedagogy based around the six Principles.
● Develop insights into the classroom strategies and activities appropriate to each
Principle.
● Discuss instances of the particular Principle in their current practice.
● Develop a process or plan to extend the Principle in their school, as a potential
initiative or set of initiatives.
What are the principles of learning and teaching?
In brief the Principles of Learning and Teaching are as follows (Department of Educa-
tion and Training, Victoria 2004b; Department of Education and Early Childhood
Development 2008): 
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● The learning environment is supportive and productive.
● The learning environment promotes independence, interdependence and self
motivation.
● Students’ needs, backgrounds, perspectives and interests are reflected in the
learning programme.
● Students are challenged and supported to develop deep levels of thinking and
application.
● Assessment practices are an integral part of teaching and learning.
● Learning connects strongly with communities and practice beyond the class-
room.
Each principle is elaborated in the form of expanded indicators of practice. For
example:
Principle 3: Students’ needs, backgrounds, perspectives and interests are reflected
in the learning programme 
A range of strategies is used to monitor and respond to students’ different learning needs,
social needs, and cultural perspectives. Students’ lives and interests are reflected in the
learning sequences. A variety of teaching strategies are used to accommodate the range
of abilities and interests, and to encourage diversity and autonomy.
In learning environments that reflect this principle the teacher: 
3.1 uses strategies that are flexible and responsive to the values, needs and interests of
individual students
3.2 uses a range of strategies that support the different ways of thinking and learning
3.3 builds on students’ prior experiences, knowledge and skills
3.4 capitalizes on students’ experience of a technology rich world.
The PoLT audit instruments (Teacher questionnaire and Component Mapping;
Student perceptions of the class; Student learning survey; Team strategic processes;
Curriculum audit and Cluster communication) are the potential methods that can be
used to generate data about teachers’ and schools’ understanding of learning and
teaching. The data generated from a mix of these methods after analysis are used to
determine a focus for school curriculum improvement, in the context of the Blue-
print curriculum reform initiative and the Victorian Essential Learnings (Victorian
Curriculum and Assessment Authority 2005).
What follows below are images from the implementation phase of the Victorian
Essential Learnings (VELS) captured from online sources. Documents and image
downloads as is being argued in this paper are now a primary source for curriculum
inquiry. Boomer’s image of the curriculum as ‘a kind of Hollywood western town
teaching set’ (Boomer 1988, cited in Green 2003, 129) now intersects with a resilient
form of hypertextual realism generated by expert regimes external to teachers which
rarely reviewed by time poor teachers or included as significant data sources for
researchers.
Curriculum renewal at work
What then can be made of the curriculum designs and the processes that have been
undertaken to operationalise ministerial authorised curriculum reform in Victoria?
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296  J. Moss
One benefit of the initiative is that all schools including special schools are an inte-
gral part of the cluster network and are reconsidering their role in school renewal
and systems transformation more broadly. Given the aims of this paper I need to
diverge and provide a snapshot of the persistent stratification of schools into special
and ordinary in the state of Victoria, Australia. I keep the special/ordinary binary,
‘on notice’ in the context of Australian curriculum inquiry, to remind us that any
regime of pedagogical renewal must be understood as part of the past and the
present, multiple transgressions and intense struggles in systems formation and
school reform practices more broadly. Stratification and desire for meritocratic
structures prevails in western, liberal capitalist economies. Social reproduction typi-
cally is signalled by the unproblematic grouping of people in terms of meritocratic
stratification and is sharply illustrated in the separation of schooling into special and
ordinary systems.
In Australia between 1995 and 2002 the total number of school students identified
as having a disability for government programme purposes almost doubled. Rising to
117 808 students across all Australian schools, representing 3.5% of enrolments, the
practice of disabling diagnoses persists through the unending expansion of categorical
assignment of students with disabilities. Victoria, Australia, is home to more than 1.2
million children and young people, representing just under 25% of the national child
population. Around 67 000 or 7% of Victoria’s children are believed to have some
form of disability and 4.7% of school-aged children (5–14 years) are thought to have
a severe or profound disability. Since 1984, the proportion of students with a disability
receiving additional funding and support in Victorian government schools has grown
from 0.93% of total enrolments (or 5300 students) in 1984 to 3.1% (or 16 670
students) in 2006. This picture is consistent with the national trend. In 1984, almost
all students with disabilities in Victoria’s government schools were located in segre-
gated, special settings. Since then, successive state governments have pursued integra-
tion of children with disabilities into mainstream schools, while continuing to support
specialist schools. In 2006, 56% of Victorian school-aged children with disabilities
who attend government schools attend mainstream schools. Specialist schools
however cater for 44% of children with disabilities who attend government schools
(Auditor General Victoria 2007).
To illustrate how the change machinery is working I have included examples of
teacher generated texts, finger printed by me as a participant in the process, produced
during 2006 teacher professional learning workshops. These representations are
displayed with the aim of trying to understand what the reform and implementation
machinery was producing. I take up Popkewitz’s (1998) position that ‘history is not
straightforward [and] involves multiple transgressions and trajectories and entails
intense struggles’ (536). Colleagues and I, who have been closely linked to the imple-
mentation process through the machinery of PoLT, have been struck by the intensity
of the struggle for the groups of teachers we have been working with. These teachers
are typically curriculum leaders in their school or are a nominated ‘cluster educator’.
Reporting to the cluster management team cluster educators are appointed by groups
of schools and have defined professional learning and leadership roles. Through
supporting teachers to build pedagogical networks in their schools, it is apparent that
teachers are being constantly written and rewritten by multiple demands of the reform
roll out.
Rattled and unable to act beyond the programming of the curriculum machinery
that they are given little time to understand, teachers feel framed by existing
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structures, and self imposed barriers. We commonly hear ‘we’ve been doing VELS
(the acronym and colloquial reference to the Victorian Essential Learning Standards)
so there is no time for PoLT (The Principles of Learning and Teaching)’. In these
teachers’ minds the authorised understanding of curriculum as syllabus bears a weak
interrelationship to pedagogical knowledge or action.
What is present, what is absent? Why are things like they are?
What does an analysis of reading the teacher texts and the semiotics of curriculum
reform texts visually yield? What is the ‘selection, omission, frame; signification and
evaluation; arrangement; differentiation and connection; focus and context’ (Schirato
and Webb 2004, 21) contributing? The digitised imagery from the teacher workshop
texts reveal how local priorities are reflected, long lists of activities and programmatic
approaches to curriculum work are documented. A working bee can be given the same
weight as major school-wide practices such as Victorian Certificate of Applied Learn-
ing (VCAL), Vocational Education and Training (VET) or discipline renewal. Report-
ing to parents is included as are major school based initiatives. The white space of the
open ended task given over to teachers during the workshop, frame the current social
practices of curriculum and pedagogical change. Teachers’ recognise, as illustrated in
Figure 6, that their beliefs are part of the central armature of the change process. But
they are pulled on the opposite side by the wide stranglehold of management teams
connected to a thin rhizomatic branch entitled curriculum leadership.
Reviewing the collected digitised texts and associated documents from the Victo-
rian pedagogical initiative, I read imagery that features teachers as consumers of
instrumental action and weak professionalisation. This finding is nothing new, and has
been said and researched by many including Lortie (1975/2002), who reminds us
teaching is dominated by cultures where ‘the attitudes, values, and orientations people
bring with them continue to influence the conduct of their work’ (55–56), rather than
‘highly developed subcultures – that is rich complex bodies of knowledge and tech-
nique …’ (55–56). Further teachers are ‘inhibited in impulses toward autonomy, more
resources, and control over the work situation … teachers have been socialized to a
subordinate position within school systems’ (167–68). Looking back to Figure 3 and
the selected examples of teacher workshops texts (Figures 4 and 5), I also ask if this
is a mirror of the jumble and teachers caught in the producer/consumer ‘unidirectional
flow’ (Aoki 2005, 113) of curriculum production? I have suggested there is work to
be done in understanding how visuality forms an essential part of the deliberation in
the field now known as visual culture, and there is a need to take up this space in
curriculum inquiry.
Figure 4. Leading change: 2006 teacher self report–rural region, Victoria, Australia.5 Visualising curriculum inquiry and practice and intermixing other visual data
sources alongside these teachers’ performances, there is more to be said about reading
curriculum textually/intertextually. At the most basic level, illustrating how the semi-
otics of practice can be digitised and applied, we incorporated the techniques of review-
ing the participant’s workshops texts as part of the opening content of the following
day’s programme. To network curriculum inquiry and visuality requires as Mirzoeff
(2006) has suggested engaging with the politics of representation in transnational and
transcultural form(s). Engaging the teaching profession in networks of their own
production requires the dominance of the logical and rational traditions of schooling
and the weak professional socialisation to be seen. Analysing these texts I read more-
over that professional learning sits in an awkward space, too often being reliant on the
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next available ‘bucket’ of funds or roll out, as has been the case in the recent commit-
ment of the large states, Queensland, New South Wales and Victoria to pedagogical
renewal. Significantly the evaluation of a major federal initiative, the Australian
Government Quality Teacher Programme over 2001–2003, found, both the understand-
ing and impact of professional learning in Australian schools is difficult to isolate: 
The ways in which professional development programs impact on teaching practices and
student learning outcomes are complex, occur over time and are difficult to identify.
Figure 4. Leading change: 2006 teacher self report–rural region, Victoria, Australia.
Figure 5. Leading change: 2006 teacher self report–rural region, Victoria, Australia.
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Professional development is a dynamic and multi-layered process, rather than a single
event. Student learning, likewise, is a complex, extended process. (Meiers and Ingvarson
2005, 28)
Following from the work of Meiers and Ingvarson, I cannot read a commitment that
challenges the weighty structural form of the ‘educational detective story’ (Moss
2003) that the large states of Australia and the policy-makers of Victoria continue to
tell. These tight, concentric curriculum icons become translated into ‘considerable
work overload, much added stress but little feeling of empowerment … a set of
platitudes, side-lining and silencing vital social justice issues’ (Rea and Weiner 1998,
26–27).
Practising teachers in the main have little access and therefore few opportunities
to take up the intellectual work of recent theorising in the social sciences. When
offered well-intentioned customised models of pedagogical renewal, as is illustrated
in their visual texts produced during the professional learning exchanges what teach-
ers are left to mobilise is the ‘classic logic and deduction detective story’ (Gough
1998, 112) approaches ‘that have long been displaced as models of how we can or
should obtain reliable knowledge of the world’ (Gough 1998, 112). Lortie (1975/
2002) remarks ‘teachers are not inclined to see themselves as sharing in a “common
memory” or technical subculture’ (70). At a systems level each of the three large states
of Australia has offered to teachers a subculture of general pedagogical professional
knowledge. The Victorian teachers in this study continue to defer to programmatic
instruction as the basis of pedagogical renewal, the technical model of curriculum
reproduction. Pedagogy as a realist and unquestioned in-situ practice affirms the status
quo. Unless teachers are able to interpret what pedagogy relays (Bernstein 1996)
teachers will be unable to ‘turn around’ (Kamler and Comber 2004, 137) their peda-
gogies. Teachers have learnt to live with being rattled. Systems are well intentioned
in attempting to explicate pedagogical knowledge. However, if in the efforts to
strengthen subcultures about pedagogy, utilitarian interpretations of pedagogy as a
programmatic form and resistance in teachers’ minds and actions recur, the needs of
all learners will continue to get lost.
Teachers are cultural workers on the go. Curriculum reform has gone live. Learn-
ing how to read the visual is a method that is increasingly respected and represented
in the wider social science community. My quest is not to conclude this paper with the
‘how to’ of visual methods that potentially could be adopted in curriculum inquiry.
Others such as Prosser and Oxley (2008) are fulfilling that need.
The development of methodologies that have the potential to analyse normative
discourses which shape the culture of schooling are central to the trustworthiness of
insider accounts of school reform. Researchers who live their research lives through
the visual would claim that visual fields have long held a strong hold on the inextrica-
ble links between social practice and context. Critics rightly may ask, is this educa-
tional research? As Mitchell (2005) notes ‘new media simply makes the fundamental
ontology of images evident in new ways’. However in educational research we are just
beginning to realise the potential of visuality and the analytic contribution of visual
methods to the field of educational research. Visual methods have a place in small
scale studies as qualitative evidence in their own right but likewise can sit alongside
research designed from a differing epistemological standpoint,7 providing researchers
with the potential to further their current understandings of the politics of representa-
tion in educational research.
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This small-scale study using visual and intertextual methods has focused the inter-
actions and tensions between curriculum renewal, pedagogical reform, and teachers’
professional knowledge during large scale systems reform. The remarks of Freebody
(2003) stated in the introduction to this paper urge education researchers to confer the
key role analytic methods play in the informativeness of the project. When research is
designed through visual and intertextual approaches both the participant researcher
and the readers of the text are provided with ways to read the multiple storylines.
Without visuality in mind we are unlikely to understand how to enact curriculum for
all or develop the conceptual and professional knowledge required to design curricu-
lum research for globalised and hyper-real times.
Notes
1. Department of Education and Early Childhood Development sources: ‘Prep to Year 10
assessment – assessment professional learning modules’ (http://www.education.vic.gov.au/
studentlearning/assessment/preptoyear10/proflearning/default.htm); ‘Blueprint for govern-
ment schools’ (http://www.education.vic.gov.au/about/directions/blueprint1/); ‘Curricu-
lum planning’ (http://www.education.vic.gov.au/studentlearning/curriculum/default.htm);
‘Curriculum planning guidelines’ (http://www.education.vic.gov.au/studentlearning/
curriculum/preptoyear10/guidelines/default.htm).
2. For the full document, see http://education.qld.gov.au/curriculum/learning/teaching/
technology/principl/principl.pdf/.
3. For full details, see http://education.qld.gov.au/corporate/newbasics/html/richtasks/
richtasks.html/.
4. The productive pedagogies framework has since further been adapted by the NSW Depart-
ment of Education and Training and is referred to as The Quality Teaching Model. Its three
dimensions are: quality learning environment; intellectual quality and significance. The QT
model is later discussed in this paper.
5. See http://vels.vcaa.vic.edu.au/about/index.html/.
6. For the PoLT background paper, see http://www.sofweb.vic.edu.au/pedagogy/pdfs/
bgpaper1.pdf/.
7. See Keeping Connected: Young People, Identity and Schooling. A Current Research
Project funded by the Australian Research Council (2006-09) where the paper author is a
Chief Investigator (http://www.education.unimelb.edu.au/keepingconnected/).
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